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Between 1860 and 1890 the numerous selectors on the DarUng 
Downs failed to create a single exclusive and permanent farmers' 
organization for any purpose whatsoever. All moves to achieve 
parity with other economic sections by the formation of marketing, 
processing and political associations of influence and mutual advan-
tage collapsed. Until the 'nineties the farmers were always eclipsed 
in this field by the squatters and storekeepers and they were even 
overtaken by the dynamic, effective and rapid organization of both 
urban and shearing labour. As in South Australia, Victoria, Canada 
and the United States, farmers would combine on current issues in 
order to secure some minor concessions within the existing political 
and economic framework. Such movements, however, were short-
lived as they lacked ideological cohesion and sustained numerical 
support. Even educational movements such as the American 
Grange, the New Zealand Farmers' Clubs and the South Australian 
Mutual Associations were lacking. The earnest Self-improvement 
Clubs and the School of Arts which flourished in the country towns 
were derided or else half-heartedly supported by the selectors.^ 
Politically interested farmers and sympathetic observers deplored 
this characteristic failure to combine. Suggestions for solving this 
weakness were never lacking although the constant flow of admoni-
tions was resented. Pundits such as Angus Mackay of the Queens-
lander and local newspapermen were regarded as dreamers totally 
incapable of coping with the practical difficulties of farming. More-
over, the transitory nature of the sponsored movements that arose 
from such theorizing reveals that genuine and permanent farmers' 
organizations could not be artificially created by well-meaning 'out-
siders'. The attitude of E. Boland, a butcher/farmer and candidate 
for Cambooya in 1893 was typical: 'We are being ruined by 
Government parasites . . . New Chum Professors of Agriculture 
must go.'2 Only after a relatively lengthy period of economic, social 
and political evolution could bodies develop which could truly re-
present the Downs farmers. It is clear that they alone could origi-
nate and control effective movements which owed allegiance to no 
other personal or sectional interest but this crucial fact took a long 
time to be accepted.^ 
Certain difficulties, originating amongst the farmers themselves or 
deliberately imposed by their self-styled friends, crippled all en-
deavours to alter the existing situation. It was not until a new, vital 
group of leaders appeared in the 'nineties that progress could be 
made and the rising discontent be made articulate. Sometimes ill-
educated, often uncouth and usually unable to see further than 
stooks or sheep, these new representatives were nevertheless per-
suasive, able to formulate rural policies and establish and maintain 
associations to modify the existing order. To be successful and 
effective, however, such leaders had to be supported by a growing 
consciousness of mutual soUdarity and agrarian separateness. For 
many would-be leaders their long and indifferently successful public 
life was arduous and disillusioning. These isolated apostles were 
long derided as wild theorists. Yet year after year the Downs 
farmers smarted under real and imaginary injustices, the sources of 
which they only dimly comprehended and whose remedies remained 
unappUed or even undiscussed.^ 
Farming on small selections, often taken up at different times and 
scattered over some two million acres of dissimilar terrain, was not 
conducive to the creation of strong centralized movements with 
active committees able to meet regularly and often, implement 
decisions and apply rapid and effective pressure. Unlike labour, 
the farmers had no paid delegates or Trades Hall secretariat. A 
community of interest was usually perverted by sterile parochialism. 
The Warwick graingrowers held aloof from the graziers of North 
Branch, the Highfields 'corn shellers' felt little kinship with the 
Westbrook homesteaders and the Stanthorpe orchardists stood 
apart from the small Drayton mixed farmers. Such destructive 
localism was understandable when all districts were openly compet-
ing for roads and bridges. Adequate communications reduced iso-
lationism but it was some time before adjustments could be made 
to wider issues. This fragmentation, which continued well into the 
present century, was a major characteristic of almost all Australian 
small farmers' movements. 
Squatters and graziers, as the strikes of 1891 and 1894 demon-
strated, were quick to realize the overwhelming advantages of 
colonial - wide organizations. Such speed, determination and 
effectiveness could not be attained by the small agriculturalists.^ 
Harvesting and ploughing difficulties, as well as processing and 
marketing arrangements, even made simple co-operation impracti-
cable at this time. 
Downs farmers in close proximity to the main towns tended to 
become absorbed into the political as well as the economic and 
social life of the municipalities. They accepted the leadership of the 
storekeepers, publicans, lawyers and journalists who had largely 
fought and won the battle for cheap land and who seemed keen to 
assist the argicultural interest. Established leaders, holding so many 
educational, economic and political advantages, proved difficult to 
dislodge.s Politicians of the caUbre of W. H. Groom of Toowoomba 
and Arthur Morgan of Warwick were so powerfully entrenched that 
to challenge the validity of the assumptions upon which their own 
painfully won and extended political and social dominance rested 
was like doubting the efficacy of prayer to break droughts. But 
scepticism and earthy realism were more characteristic of the 
second generation Australian-born Downs farmer. Furthermore, 
most selectors, lacking formal education, were suspicious of those 
who had acquired it through some early advantage or by self-teach-
ing. Once again, the contrast with the labour movement with their 
self-educated leaders and keen, almost reverent attitude towards 
book-learning is apparent.'' Socially awkward and often inarticulate 
in strange company, the farmers resented their reliance on the old 
paternalism and patronage but were unable at first to see how this 
subservience could be replaced by equally effective modifications of 
the administrative and organizational structure. 
Elements in the rural myth and associated land legislation which 
fostered the family farm as the ideal agricultural unit also inhibited 
CO - operation. Every Downs farmer, particularly the growing 
potential leadership group of prospering mixed farmers, considered 
himself as the one true 'individualist' of the colony. He alone had 
triumphed over his environment by the exercise of his own judge-
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ment and talents. While Protestant fundamentalism was weaker on 
the Downs than in the United States and Canada, the ethic of pre-
determined success for those who worked hard and demonstrated 
the other rural virtues, was extremely strong. The wealthier farmers 
considered that newcomers, or even their less successful neigh-
bours, had little right or even the need to benefit from new-fangled 
political devices which might curtail their illusory or otherwise 
'freedom of action'.^ Some boss-cockies had accepted the existing 
marketing, financial and political organizations and regarded them-
selves as new and worthy piUars of the local Downs ruling group. 
These gentry were unwilling to see the current structure modified 
and their privileged position jeopardized by semi-radical outsiders 
with dangerous conceptions. 
Yet much of this 'individualism' was mythical. Downs farmers 
had always appealed to the State for everything from culverts to 
capital and the long depression had demonstrated that hard work 
was not the sole key to success. But the patriarchal family society 
and the slower circulation of new ideas made these old concepts 
hard to kill. Disinclined to accept advances in agronomy unless 
financial rewards were substantial and quick, the farmers were even 
less enthusiastic for new forms of semi-political activity. The very 
nature of pioneering with its arduous, grinding drudgery gave little 
time for logical reflection, attendance at meetings and seminal dis-
cussion. The gradual introduction of machinery, however, reduced 
fatiguing tasks and some farmers could hand the daily management 
of their properties over to their growing sons and turn to the con-
sideration of perplexing questions and oppressive activities.^ 
Most farmers lacked ready cash. Even a ten sMlling subscription 
to an agricultural society was often beyond their means. Promising 
producer-organizations started on a wave of enthusiasm but quickly 
lost impetus when more money was needed.^o Successful farmers 
were notoriously tightfisted. Frugality and thrift, they reasoned, had 
been a major factor in their success and they were happy to let the 
squatter and storekeeper pay for their position and privileges. These 
farmers failed to realize that this passive acceptance was, in the long 
run, indirectly harming their own pockets. It can be argued that the 
rise of independent boss-cockies and working farmers with bank 
accounts encouraged direct political participation. So did the direct 
payment of members of parliament in 1889. But the farming com-
munity as a whole lacked wealthy backers. 
Finally, the presence of two large groups of farmers outside the 
ruling rural ethos hindered the evolution of farmers' organizations. 
The alien Germans, striving to retain their cultural identity, were 
historically and economically much closer to co-operative and 
organizational ideals than other national groups but their initial ex-
clusiveness debarred transference to other sections. Co-operation 
on the producing level was practised among themselves but the 
energies of their pastors and secular leaders were persistently de-
voted to the preservation of their Lutheran faith rather than to 
active political and economic commitment. Involvement, they 
reasoned, would automatically destroy what the older generation 
were determined to preserve. The retention of German was thought 
to be the only way in which the Lutheran faith could survive on the 
Downs. Participation, if it was to be effective, depended upon the 
destruction of the language barrier, but this was the very thing that 
the leaders of the German community were determined to avoid.i^ 
Many Germans lacked political consciousness and, even more 
than other farmers, attached themselves to patrons whose aims 
were sometimes at variance with their economic interests. Never-
theless, social and political assimilation was more rapid on the 
Downs than in other areas. By 1890, economics had apparently 
triumphed over old cultural attachments. Several capable leaders 
had emerged from the Germans' ranks and were taking some share 
in local government and farmers' politics. Dispersion, economic 
success and willingness to learn new forms had produced such 
men as PhUip Inhoff, Maas Hinz and Peter Hagenbach. These 
farmers emerged not as spokesmen for a separate ethnic group but 
as rural leaders concerned with problems which affected all Downs 
settlers. 
Irish farmers, poUticians by nature and tradition, were more 
often swayed by religious issues and social antagonisms than 
economic logic. Some of the advanced teachings of their Roman 
Catholic church undoubtedly preached co-operation, but the suc-
cessful Irish farmer was basically an economic conservative. Edu-
cational disabilities were marked among them and once they had 
acquired their cherished farm and achieved a reasonable standard 
of living they could see no good reason for fundamental changes.^^ 
After 1885, however, farmers of Irish birth or descent played an 
increasingly important part in local body affairs. Ten years later, 
the election of Thomas McGahan as Independent Farmers' Repre-
sentative for Cunningham marked the complete identification of 
this group with current Downs politics. 
The first organizations on the Downs in which the farmers 
played any prominent part were the nine agricultural and horti-
cultural societies established between 1860 and 1882. They en-
couraged the discussion of regional problems and indirectly stimu-
lated individual farm production. The local show, whether it was 
held at Toowoomba, Allora, Warwick or Stanthorpe, was the major 
event in the farming families' social calendar. For most, it even 
eclipsed the bush races. It was there that the selector gossiped, aired 
his problems and views and was brought into contact with visiting 
politicians eager to impress and willing to be suitably overwhelmed 
by the wheat and stock exhibits of the farmers and the preserves, 
butter and needlework of their wives and daughters.i^ 
By 1888 banquets were providing a more formal forum for dis-
cussion among both farmers and politicians. Here, pent-up griev-
ances were released and rising leaders seized the opportunity to 
orate and debate.^^ Moreover, these agricultural societies gave them 
a rudimentary knowledge of committee management, allocating 
finance, placating personalities and arranging major events. J. T. 
Wilson, Henry Roessler and W. J. Peak first convinced others of 
their talents while serving on such bodies. 
Generally, however. Downs farmers took a back seat on these 
committees: 
OCCUPATIONS OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS 
Eastern Downs Central Downs 
A. & H. Assoc. A. & H. Assoc. 
1884 1878 
Squatters 2 (1 President) 2 (1 President) 
(1 Vice-President) 
Storekeepers . . 6 (2 Vice-Presidents) 4 (1 Vice-President) 
Publicans 1 2 
Sawmiller - 1 
Minister of religion - 1 (Vice-President) 
Grazier/miller - 1 
Farmers 6 7 
15 18 15 
Alien participation was inevitable. Only rich squatting patrons 
such as W. B. Slade of GlengaUan could issue substantial cheques 
to organize the show. The storekeepers and publicans helped with 
prize-money, publicity and organization, and politicians such as 
W. H. Groom sometimes managed to extract government subsi-
dies.^^ These donations had their price. It was customary for sub-
scribers to be entitled to a number of votes at the annual general 
meetings in proportion to the amount subscribed. Members who 
gave ten shillings had one vote, two pounds entitled them to two 
votes, and five pounds to three; this gave them complete control of 
committee even when they did not have a majority.^'^ Sometimes 
special agricultural organizations were founded such as the Drayton 
and Toowoomba and the Swan and Freestone Creek Associations 
by farmers and their allies who resented the deliberate exclusive-
ness of the Pure Merino societies.^^ 
Established societies suffered from petty jealousies, shortage of 
funds and incompetent administrators.^^ These shows helped unite 
farmers of differing ethnic and occupational backgrounds. They 
countered enforced isolation and encouraged farmers to regard 
themselves as part of a wider world and contributors to the pro-
gress of the area and the colony. Many went back to their scrub or 
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black soil selections with renewed heart and stimulated political 
interests after their annual outings. Giving 'a decided impulse to 
agriculture' these shows were for long considered to be the most 
important and influential activities on the Darling Downs. So far as 
the improvement of stock and grain were concerned, however, the 
societies had little initial effect. Grain samples, for example, were 
personally selected by the farmer and the key characteristics of 
yield and milling quality were disregarded.^o 
Established in 1880, the Divisional Boards were also initially 
controlled by squatters and storekeepers. The small farmers were 
well aware of this drawback and by 1890 had managed to alter 
their composition. It was the election of their own representatives 
that was the first direct manifestation of the farmers' political 
power. GlengaUan was the first Board to have a selector-majority; 
a reflection of both the early and successful agricultural settlement 
of the area and the precocious rural radicalism which developed 
during the land battles of the mid-sixties. Where the small farmers 
were numerically weak or newcomers to the area, however, the 
boards remained firmly in control of the squatters and their allies. 
They were determined to keep rates down and their ailing freehold 
estates intact. Once again they were aided by property qualifi-
cations, a subdivisional electoral system weighted in favour of 
sheep rather than men, and the estabUshed concept of rural leader-
ship.^i As the boards were dependent on government subsidies, 
effective political influence was regarded as a prerequisite of office. 
Such services, many farmers at first considered, could be most 
effectively rendered by the old guard. 
The extent of this traditional participation is revealed by the 
following analysis: 
SEVEN DOWNS SETTLED DISTRICT DIVISIONAL 
BOARDS 1890 
Occupation Number 
Freehold squatter/manager 12 
Storekeepers 4 
Storekeeper/farmers 2 
Sawmillers .... ... 5 
Journalists 1 
JournaUst/farmer 1 
Publicans/farmers . . , 2 
Farmers 26 
Other occupations 3 
56 22 
Like the committees of the agricultural associations, these boards 
gave such elected farmer members as William Vickers and Donald 
Mackintosh semi-political and administrative experience. Member-
ship of these local bodies created individual and sectional confi-
dence in their ability to master affairs on the colonial level. After 
all, colonial politics were considered by many to be local problems 
writ large. All successful DarUng Downs politicians after 1893 had 
served their apprenticeship with these organizations. But as such 
leaders tended to be drawn from the more prosperous farmers, a 
new aspect of rural conservatism emerged rather than radicalism. 
Dissatisfaction with prevailing marketing and milling arrange-
ments encouraged attempts, between 1874 and 1890, to create 
quasi-co-operatives capable of distributing and processing Downs 
products without the intervention of the middlemen. Only one lone 
venture succeeded. 
The first target was the Warwick milling monopoly. In Septem-
ber 1874 the DarUng Downs Farmers' Co-operative Association 
was formed at Warwick under the aegis of the local pro-selector 
member, James Morgan, to buUd and operate a modern flour miU.^ s 
Although 2300 £1 shares were issued 1111 were forfeited for non-
payment of calls within six months. Efforts to raise more capital for 
the purchase of machinery failed when 'half of those present left 
the room when it was decided to call for additional shares.'^^ The 
directors actually made the incredible mistake of mortgaging the 
mill to the rival miller, Horwitz, for £300 at 8 per cent interest.^s 
Wrangling continued throughout 1875 and in September 1876 the 
imposing but empty building was sold, after heated argument, to a 
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15. Symbol of rural failure. The 1875 mill of the Darling Downs Farmers' 
Co-operative Association working profitably under private ownership, 
ca 1885. (From Darling Downs Centenary Souvenir 1840-1940, p. 105). 
local speculator for £1000 — enough to return shareholders half 
their original investment.^^ 
This project had excellent prospects of success but was dogged 
from the start by speculative 'eagle-hawks hovering over their prey' 
who expected to purchase a cheap milL^^ The farmers' apathy, the 
incompetence of the inexperienced directors and their inability to 
raise immediate and cheap finance were serious handicaps. But the 
established millers and storekeepers sabotaged the project and the 
shareholders themselves, with their petty jealousies and foolish 
quarrels were their unwitting allies. This expensive failure demon-
strated the farmers' crippling lack of business sense. Competent 
millers eventually turned the enterprise into a most profitable 
undertaking.^^ Again, in 1885, further dissatisfaction with the 
Warwick millers led to the issue of a prospectus for the Darling 
Downs Farmers' Mutual Co-operative Flour Mill Limited. Origi-
nating in the minds of farmers of the GlengaUan Divisional Board 
this proposal quietly lapsed through indifference, crop failures and 
lack of capital.29 
A third attempt in 1890 was successful. An existing Warwick 
mill was purchased on 1 January 1891 and profitably operated by 
the Warwick Farmers' Milling Company. Although several farmers 
invested in this concern and served on the directorate one critic 
more correctly labelled the organisation as the 'Storekeepers' Mill-
ing Company.' Only four of the nine directors in 1891-2 were 
farmers; two were storekeepers, one a grazier, one a publican and 
the other a cordial manufacturer.^o The merchants instigated the 
project, raised most of the £5000 capital and managed the con-
cern.^i Yet this mill, while not a true co-operative, was heartily 
supported by many farmers as an acceptable alternative to their 
own company. While the rebates to shareholders benefited the 
storekeepers as much as the farmers, a more liberal attitude to-
wards prices, advances and storage prevailed amongst the directors. 
Such competition influenced the policies of the other millers and 
the success of the Farmers' Company pointed the way to future 
joint undertakings by the town capitalists and the agriculturalists.^^ 
When refrigeration, the cream separator and reliable transport 
made commercial dairy farming and processing possible on the 
Downs, much of the old antagonism to technical and institutional 
innovations disappeared. The manufacture of butter and cheese 
was one activity ideally suited to co-operative endeavour. Dairy 
factories were comparatively cheap to build, simple to operate, 
easily able to turn out a uniform and saleable product and capable 
of yielding immediate dividends. But the first attempts at Warwick 
and Lucky Valley to commence this new industry on a co-operative 
basis collapsed through the usual personality clashes and site dis-
putes.33 Once again it was left to the entrepreneur to inaugurate the 
industry and reap the profits. Co-operation certainly followed later 
but only in an attenuated form.^^ 
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Co-operative marketing associations were also I'ailures. Among 
the objects of the Darling Downs Farmers' Association, formed at 
Allora on 4 May 1885 on the basis of South AustraUan and New 
South Wales mutual associations, was the disposal of produce by 
co-operative means at reduced commission rates.^^ Branches were 
formed at Southbrook, Elphinstone, Freestone Creek and Clifton 
Back Plains but the movement, inspired by the radical Allora 
journalist and farmer, Edward Harvey, and controlled by all-
farmer committees was a total failure.^^ SQ IQQ y^^ g jt^ Toowoomba 
counterpart, the Darling Downs Farmers' Union. Although com-
mission agents and other outsiders were foolishly allowed to partici-
pate they were not wholly to blame for the collapse.^'^ Once more, 
short-sighted indolence, hostility and impecuniousness had defeated 
their own venture. A similar fate befell the promising Brisbane-
based Queensland Farmers' Co-operative Association.^^ 
While these co-operative endeavours mostly failed on the Downs, 
they did instruct the farmers in the complexities of arousing col-
lective action and sustaining and enforcing crucial decisions. Most 
of all, such minor tragedies convinced the active minority that 
usually leads, stimulates and rationalizes otherwise incoherent radi-
cal currents that the only hope for them, and for their fellow-
farmers, lay in direct political action. Pioneers in all AustraUan 
colonies and in North America anticipated or paralleled these 
thoughts. Kansas farmers were advised to 'raise more hell and less 
corn' and this concept of political action was enthusiastically en-
dorsed.39 The resemblance between such movements as the North-
western Farmers' Alliance and the Dariing Downs' Queensland 
Farmers' Alliance, which was the 1891 manifestation of this up-
surge, IS particularly striking. There does not, however, appear to 
have been any direct communication between the Middle West and 
Queensland.*o 
All the accumulated financial, marketing, transport and mUling 
grievances of three decades of Downs selection unerringly sup-
ported the conclusion that remedial legislation could only be initi-
ated and passed by the pressure of representatives drawn solely 
from the ranks of the farmers. 
'The hapless condition of the farming electorates in the matter 
of Parliamentary representation has attracted general atten-
tion . . . the railway tariff showed that the farming electorates 
are really disenfranchised. It is therefore imperative for the 
farmers in self-defence to unite and take decisive steps to 
ensure effiicient farming representation . . . and to act in co-
operation with kindred bodies.'^^ 
Even some leaders of the old order recognized the validity and 
radical possibilities of the farmers' dissatisfaction: 
16. Successful co-operation in the wheatfield, this Yangan scene illustrates the evolving productive processes. Unfortunately for the farmers, such 
control ended at his gates. Processing and marketing arrangements were still in the hands or urban interests. 
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'There is a threat farmers may uUimately send men of a 
different stamp to Parliament . . . who will perhaps retard 
legislation instead of assisting it, until they get their wrongs 
righted.'42 
This threat the Downs farmers were determined to enforce. A 
thirty-year apprenticeship had been served and the time had now 
arrived for new men and novel measures. In 1893, two of the three 
endorsed Farmers Alliance candidates, William Lovejoy and Henry 
Daniels, were elected for the Aubigny and Cambooya constituen-
cies. On the Downs, the cockles' day was dawning. 
APPENDIX 1 
Covenant of the Queensland Farmers' Alliance formulated and adopted 
at the Clifton Farmers' Conference on 16 September 1891. 
"We, the undersigned, subscribers to the Queensland Farmers' Alliance, 
do hereby declare our intention to combine for the purpose of 
promoting the farming interests generally; and we further agree 
individually to do all that lies in our power, and as far as our 
knowledge will permit, to cultivate a more friendly and social 
feeling among the agriculturalists of the colony; and we further 
jointly agree to aid any movement calculated to conserve the interests 
of agriculture in Queensland, and the advancement of the interests 
of the alliance. And we hereby promise to devote our attention 
and best abilities by attending regularly to meetings, to assist in the 
solution of difficulties against which the farming interests have to 
contend, and to give our individual and collective support to the 
principles of the alliance by advocating the best and most approved 
methcKls of scientific and mechanical agriculture. We also record 
our determination to combine for the purpose of considering all 
political questions affecting the agricultural interest in accordance 
with part of the general laws, and also that we are resolved to 
unite for the purpose of returning men to represent our interests 
in the Parliament of Queensland." 
Brisbane Courier, 17 September 1891, p. 6 c. 2. 
Objects and Platform of the Queensland Farmers' Alliance adopted on 
16 September 1891. 
1. To secure electoral reform by the abolition of plural voting and 
the adoption of the principle of one-man one-vote. 
2. Protection for agricultural produce and the fostering of native 
industry. 
3. The formation of a State Land Loan Bank to finance struggling 
selectors at reasonable rates of interest. 
4. The formation of Boards of Conciliation for all Industrial Disputes. 
5. To oppose Australian Federation on lines laid down by the Sydney 
Conference. 
6. To secure markets in all the large towns for the distribution, 
exhibition and sale of farm and dairy produce direct to the consumers. 
7. To advocate the best and most scientific methods of agriculture. 
8. The cultivation of a more friendly and social feeling among 
agriculturalists. 
9. To unite to return farmers' representatives to Parliament. No 
candidates but farmers to be supported. Elected members to sign the 
political platform of the Alliance and the electors to have the right 
of recall. 
Warwick Argus, 19 September 1891, p. 3 c. 1-2. 
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